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Abstract. We show how the legal settings of unmarried cohabitation affect partners’

labor market outcomes. In Canada, cohabiting couples are automatically entitled to certain

rights after a few years of cohabitation. In some provinces, ex-cohabiting partners can

claim for alimony upon separation, in others they can claim for an equal split of all the

assets acquired during the relationship. As legal settings of unmarried cohabitation differ

across time, provinces and duration of the relationship, it provides a unique framework to

analyze how different levels of commitment affect couples’ decision regarding labor market

supply. Using cross-provinces variation in the legal settings and minimum duration for

eligibility, we show that unmarried cohabiting men increase their labor force supply when

they become eligible to a more committed cohabitation regime, whereas women decrease

theirs. Higher levels of commitment induce larger effects on labor market outcomes.
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1. Introduction

Whereas marriage is still the dominant framework to raise a family, the proportion of

couples likely to cohabit outside marriage rather than marry has increased in many countries

(Bumpass and Lu, 2000; Le Bourdais and Lapierre-Adamcyk, 2004). Cohabiting union is

increasingly seen as an acceptable context for childbearing and raising a family (Smock and

Manning, 2004; Kerr, Moyser, and Beaujot, 2006; Kiernan, 2004). As cohabiting unions

are being more unstable than marriage, a growing part of the population is experiencing

a union dissolution, including children (Musick and Michelmore, 2015; Bohnert, 2012).

Disrupting unions is associated to worse outcomes for children later in life1, and cohabitation

has been found to be correlated to a larger drop in income and higher risk of poverty at

separation than for previously married couples (Avellar and Smock, 2005; Tach and Eads,

2015; Le Bourdais, Jeon, Clark, and Lapierre-Adamcyk, 2016). For these reasons, the

legal rights and responsibilities of cohabiting partners have received a growing interest from

policy makers as the lack of benefits and protections of unmarried couples made the weakest

partner vulnerable if the relationship ends.

In many jurisdictions, policy makers have enhanced the commitment related to unmarried

cohabitation, but the evolution took several directions across countries, states or provinces.

While some jurisdictions allow unmarried cohabiting partners to claim for spousal alimony

upon separation, others entitle unmarried cohabiting partners the exact same rights as

married partners, such as equal split of matrimonial property at separation. The debate is

mainly focused on granting benefits and protection to cohabiting couples in order to improve

living conditions of women and children at separation, but it often neglects the potential

impact of the reforms on individual behavior within couples, in particular their labor market

behavior. However, changes in labor market behavior could offset the protection induced

by the new cohabitation regime.

In this paper, we estimate the effect of the eligibility to rights granted to unmarried

cohabiting partners on their labor market outcomes. A first objective of the paper is to

assess how different levels of protections induce different behavioral responses of unmarried

1See Smock and Manning (2004) for a survey on this question.
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cohabiting couples: do cohabiting couples react similarly when they are granted the exact

same legal protection as married couples and when they are only granted the rights to

claim for alimony? As protecting women and children is often advocated as the main

reason for reforming the legal status of unmarried cohabiting couples, a second objective of

the paper is to evaluate specifically the impact of extending protections inherent in marriage

to unmarried cohabiting partners with children.

From this perspective, the Canadian case is particularly interesting. After a certain

length of time cohabiting in a marriage-like relationship, cohabiting partners are entitled

some legal recognition2. In three Canadian provinces, cohabiting couples have exactly the

same rights as married couples if they have lived together in a marriage-like relationship

for more than two or three years whether they had signed an agreement or not (British-

Columbia since 2013, Manitoba since 2002 and Saskatchewan since 1997)3. Other provinces

progressively entitled cohabiting partners the right to claim for alimony grants after a certain

duration of the relationship but they did not make them equal to married partners4. The

minimum duration required to become eligible is different from one province to another and

has evolved over time. Besides, this duration is reduced in some provinces if the cohabiting

couple has a child. Using variations in the minimum duration required for eligibility to

cohabitation rights, variations in the different levels of protection and variations in the year

in which these reforms took place, we estimate the impact of eligibility on labor market

outcomes of cohabiting men and women, such as the number of hours worked, the number

of worked weeks and inactive weeks, the wages and labor earnings, and the propensity to

have discontinuous schedule of jobs or to change the main job. Our estimation is based on

2In the rest of the text, we will refer to unmarried cohabitation as ”cohabitation” or ”unmarried cohabita-

tion” indifferently. When couples are granting new rights, we will refer to a different regime of cohabitation

when both the alimony regime and the egalitarian regime are taken into account, or to ”common-law mar-

riage”. We will refer to partners as ”cohabiting partners” or ”common-law partners”.
3Law acts in British Columbia (Family Law Act, S.B.C. 2011, c. 25, art. 90 and 91), in Saskatchewan

(L.S. 1997, c. F-6.3, art. 5) and in Manitoba (C.P.L.M., c. H80, art. 4.).
4For instance, the province of Nova-Scotia has denied the rights to ex-cohabitants to claim for a part of

the matrimonial house after separation (Walsh v. Bona, N-S, 2000).
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data from the Survey on Labor Income Dynamic, a household survey panel representative

of the Canadian population over the years 1993-2010.

It is widely acknowledged in the literature that married people are responsive to changing

outside factors, such as changes in the legal structure of couples, which can lead to a

redistribution of income and bargaining power between the spouses, and can in turn affect

labor outcomes (Lundberg and Pollak, 1996; Chiappori, Fortin, and Lacroix, 2002). The

literature on collective models predicts that family law reforms which favor low-wage earners

within the household (mostly women) in case of separation increase their bargaining power

during the relationship, which should increase their household resource’s share. Then,

assuming that leisure is a normal good, women labor supply should decrease. On the other

hand, Stevenson (2007) states that marriage enhances investments made by partners in

household-specific capital. Therefore, by making divorce easier, unilateral divorce should

deter investments in household-specific capital, such as specialization within the household.

The introduction of unilateral divorce in the United States has been found to increase

the labor supply of married women, especially when the property regime implies separate

property (Gray, 1998; Stevenson, 2007). In contrast, changing marital property regime

toward a regime introducing more equal split of assets impacts negatively the labor force

supply of women (Kapan, 2008; Brassiolo, 2010; Voena, 2015). Only a few papers have

studied the impact of the legal setting of cohabitation on partners’ behavior. However,

as the commitment induced by unmarried cohabitation is perceived as weaker, it is not

clear that unmarried cohabitants would react to changing outside factors the same way

married partners do. Rangel (2006) analyzes the effect of the introduction of alimony

laws to cohabiting couples in Brazil and finds that it decreases the labor supply of women

in cohabitation and increases the school enrollment rate of girls as evidence of increasing

bargaining power of women. The closest paper to our work is the paper of Chiappori,

Iyigun, Lafortune, and Weiss (2016), studying a subset of the reforms we analyze in this

paper.5 They first state that being granted alimony rights should have a positive impact on

5They use a retrospective database where individuals are surveyed in 2001 and answer questions about

their past labor market activities. Their data does not cover several reforms which have been implemented

after 2001, especially the reforms which granted cohabiting couples the same rights as married couples. With
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cohabiting women’s bargaining power only for those who are in an eligible existing union6

at the moment of the reform. Couples not eligible yet, may bargain according to the new

rules to find a new balance before becoming eligible which would lead to a decrease in

women bargaining power and consequently to an increase in women labor supply7. They

provide empirical evidence supporting their theoretical analysis on couples formed before

and after reforms in Canada. They show that couples formed before and directly eligible

have reactions opposite to those of couples formed after the reforms or not yet eligible at

the moment of the reform. In contrast to their analysis, we do not focus on the effect of the

reforms, but we focus on the effect of eligibility to the rights granted to cohabiting couples.

That is we are interested in the behavior of cohabiting couples at the moment when they

become eligible and not at the moment when the reform is passed. This effect, anticipated

or not, has to be an increase in the bargaining power of the low-wage earner who is now

able to threaten his partner to leave the match and claim for alimony.

Our contribution is two-fold. First, we extend our understanding of the impact of chang-

ing the legal entitlements for unmarried cohabitants as we estimate the impact of being

eligible to different levels of commitment induced by different legal status of unmarried

cohabitants on labor market outcomes for men and women8. We differentiate the impact on

couples eligible to the law because they benefit from a reduced required duration for having

a common child, from the impact on couples whose relationship duration is higher than the

standard minimum required. This is the first paper that investigates those different aspects

within the same framework, which allows us to compare the impact of eligibility on differ-

ent groups of couples and how different cohabitation rights affect those groups. We believe

our panel data covering the 1993-2010 period, we observe more recent reforms and we observe directly labor

market outcomes of individuals at the moment of the survey. However, we do not observe couples’ behavior

during reforms passed before 1993.

6Eligible because their relationship duration has exceeded the minimum required
7The intuition is that when bargaining at the moment of the reform, the high-wage partner now anticipates

the new rules at separation and that he may have to pay some alimony to his partner. To maintain the

relationship, he will claim an immediate higher share of the surplus or he will leave the match.
8The data used by Chiappori, Iyigun, Lafortune, and Weiss (2016) does not cover several reforms which

have been implemented after 2001, especially the reforms which granted cohabiting couples the same rights

as married couples.
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our results bring new insights into the reaction of couples’ behavior to cohabitation rights

reforms. Second, we identify the impact of granting alimony rights to cohabiting couples on

recent data (1993-2010), after most of the reforms were passed in different provinces. Our

identification mostly relies on cross-provincial variation in the minimal required duration of

the relationship to be granted alimony rights. Therefore, we identify the impact of being

granted alimony rights for couples formed after the reform was passed, which is not the

effect of the reform but the effect of becoming eligible to the alimony rights. This effect

may have been anticipated by the couple when they formed the match but it takes place

at the moment where the couple becomes eligible. As there is no way to commit to a par-

ticular intra-household allocation of resource, a change in the environment may trigger a

renegotiation of the sharing rule. When the couple becomes eligible, the renegotiation takes

separation costs into account which should increase the bargaining power of the secondary

earner and decrease his labor supply9. Finally, we investigate the impact in a context of

high prevalence of cohabitation. Milan (2011) indicates that among couples, the share of

common-law partners has increased from 6.3% in 1981 to 19.9% in 2011. As cohabitation

becomes more and more prevalent, cohabiting individuals and married individuals become

more alike with respect to their socio-economic composition, to the stability of the relation-

ship and to some other behavioral patterns such as fertility, labor market participation or

domestic work (Le Bourdais and Lapierre-Adamcyk, 2004; Kerr, Moyser, and Beaujot, 2006;

Bohnert, 2012). In that sense, we extend our understanding of unmarried cohabitation by

showing that cohabiting couples may also behave in the same way as married couples, which

means that they also have become more similar in their unobserved characteristics.

The impact of granting alimony rights to unmarried cohabitant couples is likely to differ

across educational groups. On the one hand, women with low education and low earnings

are more likely to be dependent on alimony in the event of the relationship dissolution,

and are more likely to be favored by court decisions. Consequently, they are more likely

to be responsive to changes in the alimony regulation. Rangel (2006) find stronger effects

for low educated women. On the other hand, high educated and high earning couples

9Our estimates are then comparable to the ones found by Chiappori, Iyigun, Lafortune, and Weiss (2016)

on couples formed before the reform and who are eligible when the reform passes.
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are more likely to accumulate assets during the relationship and may be more responsive

than low-earning couples to regulation changing property rights at separation. Lafortune

and Low (2017) argue that having assets increases the value of marriage in a world where

marriage and cohabitation have become relatively similar except for the way assets are split

at separation. Chiappori, Iyigun, Lafortune, and Weiss (2016) find that the effect of changes

in cohabitation are actually higher among college educated individuals than among others.

We separately estimate the effects on men and women on three distinct groups of education.

The low educated sub-sample is composed of individuals who completed or not secondary

education but did not completed any post-secondary studies, the medium educated sub-

sample is composed of individuals who completed post-secondary vocational degree and the

high educated sub-sample is composed of individuals who received a university or college

degree (bachelor, master or PhD degrees).

Our results show that enhancing the commitment related to cohabitation has significant

effects on the labor supply of individuals. We find large differences between men and women

in several dimensions. They have opposite behavior, as expected, but they also respond

differently to different treatments. Men tend to increase their labor force supply when

they become eligible because of the shortened required relationship duration when having a

child but not when they are childless. On the contrary women tend to decrease their labor

force supply when they become eligible because of the duration of their relationship but

not when they become eligible because they have a child. Besides, we find that low- and

highly-educated women only slightly decrease their labor force supply when they become

eligible to a different cohabitation regime, but medium educated women largely decrease

their labor force supply. For men, whereas low-educated men only decrease the number

of inactive weeks toward unemployment weeks and increase their earnings, medium and

highly educated men also increase the number of active weeks and working hours. Besides,

medium- and highly educated men tend to have more stable jobs when they become eligible

to a different cohabitation regime. Lastly, we observe different reactions for different regimes

of cohabitation: the higher the level of commitment induced by the cohabitation regime,

the larger the effects.
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The next section presents the Canadian institutional context and the data. We detail the

empirical strategy in section 3 and we present the results in section 4. Section 5 concludes.

2. Canadian Institutional Context and Data

2.1. Context. Family laws regarding marriage and cohabitation have changed dramatically

since the 70’s in Canada. While the share of the population aged 15 and over who were part

of couples slightly decreased from 61.1% in 1981 to 57.7% in 2011, Milan (2011) indicates

that among couples, the share of common-law partners has increased from 6.3% in 1981 to

19.9% in 2011.

Facing the increasing proportion of couples likely to cohabit outside marriage rather than

marry, they have enhanced the commitment related to unmarried cohabitation to protect

women and children in case of separation. Everywhere in Canada, the courts were called

upon to adjudicate the rights of individuals cohabiting outside of marriage. The provin-

cial and federal governments decided to make policy decisions about the appropriate legal

framework for resolving property disputes between partners in non-traditional relationships.

From 1993 onward, a federal law imposed to cohabiting partners to report their both

income to pay the federal income tax if they have lived together for more than one year.

Cohabiting partners are also eligible to benefit from their partner car insurance and their

partner pension plan.

The reform of the federal law has been completed by reforms at the province level, in

all provinces except in Quebec. Reforms took place at different points in time and took

different directions between provinces (Bala and Bromwich, 2002; Robitaille and Otis, 2003).

Many provinces began to recognize established common law relationships for some purposes,

including child-support, spousal maintenance, and pension rights. However, an important

difference between provinces is the legislation concerning the property rights of partners.

Three provinces have modified the legislation on property rights to include common-law

couples. In 1997, the new Saskatchewan Family Property Act stated that couples who have

lived together in a marriage-like relationship for two years are treated like married couples

in all matters (health insurance, government benefits including retirement, inheritance,
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dividing property at separation, spouse alimony, etc.)10. Two others Canadian provinces

followed the example: Manitoba in 2002 and British Columbia in 2011. Therefore, common-

law partners can claim the same rights as if they were married. On the contrary, other

provinces have willingly ruled on the freedom of choice for couples to contract or not,

making cohabitation and marriage two distinct types of legal relationships11.

The property rights of common law spouses routinely come before the courts everywhere

in Canada. Although matrimonial property legislation applies only to legally married cou-

ples in all provinces except the three mentioned above, the courts have applied the doctrines

of resulting and constructive trust to award a share of one common law spouse’s property

to the other in cases in which it would be unjust not to take spousal contribution to acqui-

sition of property into account. The general principles of trust law can prevent injustice in

some cases, but it is limited in its scope. Unlike matrimonial property legislation, trust law

cannot take into consideration the indirect and often intangible contributions cohabiting

spouses make to one another over the course of a long relationship. As a consequence, in

provinces which apply the principles of trust laws, partners can claim for alimony rights

upon separation, but being granted these rights is more uncertain than in provinces stating

that cohabiting couples should be given the same rights as married couples. In 2011, all

provinces applied the principles of trust laws for cohabiting partners except Saskatchewan,

Manitoba and British Columbia because they consider all couples in a marriage-like re-

lationship as equal to married couples, and Quebec, which does not grant any additional

rights to unmarried cohabiting couples further than the ones stated by the federal law.

In this paper, we sort the different existing common-law couples legislation in three

different regimes, that we label as ”federal regime”, ”alimony regime” and ”egalitarian

regime”. The ”federal regime” corresponds to the regime of cohabiting partners in Quebec

and cohabiting partners everywhere in Canada before they reach the number of years of

10We provide examples of definition of spouses in Family Law Acts for the province of Saskatchewan for

1997 and for 1990 in the online appendix.
11The provinces of Nova-Scotia and Quebec have denied the rights to ex-cohabitants to claim for a part

of the matrimonial house after separation (Walsh v. Bona, N-S, 2000) or spousal support (Eric v. Lola, QC,

2013).
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cohabitation required to be considered as common-law partners. Cohabiting couples are

considered as common-law partners under the federal regime after one year of cohabitation.

The federal regime only gives the minimum legal framework to common-law couples that is

joint federal income tax, car insurance and pension plan insurance. The ”alimony regime”

allows common-law spouses to claim for alimony rights in case of separation. In this regime,

there is a lot of uncertainty about what will happen after separation as the ruling is made

on a case by case basis. The ”egalitarian regime” does not make any differences between

married and cohabiting couples whether the cohabiting couple wants it or not.

Cohabiting partners are considered as common-law couples for the alimony regime or the

egalitarian regime after they reach a certain number of years of cohabitation. The minimum

required duration varies across provinces, between one and three years and can be reduced

if the couple has a child together.

To conclude, provincial laws regarding cohabiting partners differ in three different dimen-

sions : the common-law regime in place, the eligibility requirement to be a common-law

couple and the year in which the regime started. Table 1 summarizes the different systems

in the ten Canadian provinces12.

12We exclude the three Canadian territories (Northwest Territories, Nunavut and Yukon) from our anal-

ysis as they have very few inhabitants. However, these provinces have very particular law with respect to

cohabitation.
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Table 1. Variations of common-law regimes between provinces

Canadian Provinces Required relationship duration C-L regime and reform year

without children with children

Newfoundland and Labrador 2 years 1 year Alimony Regime (1990)

Prince Edward Island 3 years 0 year Alimony Regime (1995)

Nova-Scotia 2 years 2 years Alimony Regime (1989)

New-Brunswick 3 years 1 year Alimony Regime (1980)

Quebec Federal regime

Ontario 3 years 0 year Alimony Regime (1978)

Manitoba 5 years 5 years Alimony Regime (1983)

3 years 1 year Alimony Regime (2001)

3 years 1 year Egalitarian Regime (2004)

Saskatchewan 3 years 0 year Alimony Regime (1990)

2 years 0 year Egalitarian Regime (1997)

Alberta 3 years 0 year Alimony Regime (1999)

British Columbia 2 years 2 years Alimony Regime (1972)

2 years 0 year Egalitarian Regime (2013)

Over the period we observe, 1993-2011, only four provinces reformed the regime of co-

habiting partners. Prince Edward Island (1995) and Alberta (1999) adopted the alimony

regime and Manitoba (2004) and Saskatchewan (1997) changed from alimony regime to

egalitarian regime.

2.2. Data. We use data from the Survey on Labor Income Dynamic (SLID) provided by

Statistics Canada, a household survey panel representative of the Canadian population.

The SLID covers each year a sample of 17000 households of the population of the ten

Canadian provinces with the exception of Indian reserves, residents of institutions and

military barracks (less than 3 % of the population). Data have been collected each year

from 1993 to 2011 from January to March. Each household is followed for a period of

6 years. The survey collects information on the labor market status, income and family
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status of all individuals. However, only one respondent is included in the SLID, and this

respondent gives information on the personal relationships between all members of the

household, his/her own labor market status and income, and the labor market status and

income of all other members of the household, if s/he is knowledgeable and s/he agrees to

do so. Reported earnings and incomes are compared to administrative data to ensure that

the weighted distribution of income (based on wages and salaries) in the data set matches

that of the Canadian population. Therefore, for most households, we only observe the labor

force supply of one member of the household and the sample of households for which we

observe the labor force supply of both members of the households is selected in a direction

that is potentially related to our treatment variables. Indeed, respondents in a more stable

union may be more aware of their partner’s labor market supply. Moreover, we observe

the labor market outcomes of both partners for roughly 60% of observations. We decided

to split the sample into a sub-sample of men and a sub-sample of women as if they were

unrelated sub-samples, in order to keep all observations. Keeping households for which both

members are observed would force us to drop a large number of observations. Moreover, we

consider men and women as different sub-samples because we made the assumption that

they should react differently to eligibility to a different regime of cohabitation.

Our sample is restricted to individuals living in a common-law union at some point in the

panel and who are aged 18 to 50. All statistics are weighted using SLID longitudinal weights.

We split the sample according to the highest educational level reached by the individual:

the low educated sub-sample is composed of individual who completed or not secondary

education but did not completed any post-secondary studies, the medium educated sub-

sample is composed of individuals who completed post-secondary vocational degree and the

high educated sub-sample is composed of individuals who received a university or college

degree (bachelor, master or PhD degrees).

We pooled all years of the survey. We ended up with a sample of 4041 men and 4598

women, which correspond to 11090 observations for men and 12476 observations for women

i.e. 2.7 observations per individual on average. This is lower than 6 years as individuals

disappear from our sub-sample because of attrition, separation and marriage. We observe

2012 low educated men and 2022 low educated women (5241 observations for men and 5223
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observations for women, i.e. 2.6 observations per individual), 1451 medium educated men

and 1750 medium educated women (4227 observations for men and 4952 observations for

women, i.e. roughly 2.8 observations per individual) and 578 highly educated men and 826

highly educated women (1622 observations for men and 2301 observations for women, i.e.

2.8 observations per individual). Therefore, in our weighted subsample of women (resp.

men) in a cohabiting unions, 21% are high-skilled (19% for men), 40% are medium skilled

(38% for men) and 39% are low skilled (43% for men).

Our sample is a subsample of all observations corresponding to individuals in a rela-

tionship, as we select individuals in an unmarried cohabiting relationship for less than 8

years. For both men and women, our sample selects 30% of all observations corresponding

to individuals in a relationship (married or not) for less than 8 years (including potentially

years of cohabitation before marriage). Our sample of high-educated men and women is

more selected than our sample of medium- or low-educated men and women: our sample

selects 22% of observations corresponding to high-educated women (23% for high-educated

men), whereas it selects 32%-33% of medium-educated or low-educated men and women.

In our sample of observations, cohabitation is more prevalent in Quebec than in the rest

of Canadian provinces. Among women’s observations, 27% are from Eastern provinces, 58%

are from Quebec, 18% from Ontario and 21% from Western provinces13. The proportions

are similar among men’s observations. The higher prevalence of unmarried cohabitation in

Quebec is a long-term pattern, already noticed in many demographic studies (Milan, 2011;

Le Bourdais and Lapierre-Adamcyk, 2004; Le Bourdais, Lapierre-Adamcyk, and Roy, 2014)

2.3. Descriptive statistics. Descriptive statistics of our sample are presented in table 2.

In our sample of observations, women are on average 32-33 years old. Among low and

medium educated women, 3 to 4% are migrants, whereas 8% of highly educated women are

migrants. Low educated women in an unmarried cohabitation relationship are more likely

to have a child than medium and highly educated. For low educated workers, 27% of our

observations have one child, 26% have two children and 15% have more than two children.

13Eastern provinces: Newfoundland and Labrador, Prince Edward Island, Nova-Scotia, New-Brunswick;

Western provinces: Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, British Columbia.
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These proportions fall to 22%, 21% and 11% for medium educated women and to 21%,

16% and 5% for highly educated women. Men are slightly older than women: for the three

education groups, men are 34 to 35 years-old, 4 to 7% of them are migrants. Among men

in an unmarried cohabitation relationship, low educated men have more children than high

educated men. 22 to 23% of low and medium educated men have one child, 21 to 20% of

them have two children, and 10 to 12% have more than two children. On the other hand,

15% of highly educated men have one child, 16% have two children and 7% of them have

more than two children. We observe a strong correlation between individuals’ educational

attainment and the educational attainment of their fathers. Therefore, our measure of

education is also a proxy for the social background of the individual.

We study various measures of labor market outcomes. Descriptive statistics are presented

in table 3. The annual number of hours worked is larger for high-educated women (1600

hours) than low-educated women (1100 hours). This is due to a lower number of employed

weeks and to a larger number of inactive weeks for low-educated women. It means that

high-educated women work almost full-time, whereas inactivity is more prevalent among

low-educated women. The number of unemployed weeks14 is similar across education groups.

Low-educated women’s annual labor earnings (CAD 14k) are almost half of medium edu-

cated women’s annual labor earnings (CAD 23k) and almost one third of high educated

women’s labor earnings (CAD 36k)15. For all individuals working at least 1 hour, we con-

structed a variable giving the average wage, dividing the earnings by the number of hours

worked16. The average wage of high-educated women is CAD 23.3 per hour, which is almost

twice as big as the average wage of low-educated women (CAD 12.5). 22% of high educated

women are still studying (full-time or part-time) over the year they are observed, whereas

only 11% of low educated are. High-educated women are also more mobile: 19% of them

have changed their main job over the year, while 13% of low educated women did so17.

14Defined as: 52 - (employed weeks + inactive weeks)

15Labor earnings are set to zero if the individual does not receive any labor earnings.
16This average wage may not be the wage the individual has for his/her main job, as individuals may

hold multiple jobs.
17This variable is defined as compared to the job the respondent had the year before. Therefore, it is not

defined the first year the respondent is observed.
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34% of them have a discontinuous schedule of jobs during the year18, whereas 48% of low

educated women did.

Low educated men work roughly 1800 hours per year, which is lower than medium edu-

cated and high educated men, who work 1900 hours per year. The difference comes from

a larger number of inactive weeks. The annual labor earnings of men is roughly CAD 30k

for low educated men, CAD 40k for medium educated men and CAD 55k for high educated

men. As for women, low educated men are less likely to be studying (8%) than medium-

educated men (14%) and high-educated men (22%). The probability of having changed the

main job over the year tend to be similar across education groups, around 15% to 18%.

However, low educated men are more likely to have a discontinuous schedule of jobs during

the year as compared to high educated men.

3. Empirical Strategy

3.1. Treatments variables. We index our variables by the indices −itpdc− for individual

i, observed in year t, living in province p, in a cohabiting relationship for d years and having

a child c or not. All Canadian provinces, except Quebec, adopted an alimony regime of

cohabitation at different dates, denoted t̄p. Cohabiting couples enter the alimony regime of

cohabitation after a period of cohabitation which may be shortened if the partners had a

child together. Therefore, there are two different ways to be eligible to a different regime

of unmarried cohabitation. We define two variables indicating if the couple is eligible to an

alimony regime of cohabitation across years and provinces. We distinguish if the couple is

eligible to an alimony regime of cohabitation without children D1
tpd or if it is eligible to an

alimony regime of cohabitation because it has a child D2
tpdc. We also introduce an interaction

term D1
tpd×D2

tpdc which indicates if the couple is in an alimony regime of cohabitation both

because partners had a child together and they have been in a cohabiting relationship for

a long enough period of time.

18A discontinuous schedule of jobs during the year indicates individuals who worked only a few months

within the year, individuals who worked all the year but not weekly full time, or both type of part time. It

is defined only for individuals who are not fully inactive during the year.
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We denote d̄p and d̄cp the period of cohabitation required to enter an alimony regime

(resp. without children and with a child), which vary across provinces p. The variable

c indicates if the couple has a child or not. The treatment variables D1
tpd and D2

tpdc are

defined as followed:

D1
tpd =

∑
k

1{k = p} × 1{t > t̄k & d ≥ d̄k}

D2
tpdc =

∑
k

1{k = p} × c× 1{t > t̄k & d ≥ d̄ck},

where k takes 10 values for the ten Canadian provinces. We define additional variables

indicating if the couple is in the more committed regime of cohabitation, i.e. the egalitarian

regime. The variables D1,eq
tpd and D2,eq

tpdc are defined in a similar way as D1
tpd and D2

tpdc for

provinces where the cohabitation regime is the egalitarian regime.

Deq,1
tpd =

∑
k

1{k = p} × 1{t > t̄k,eq & d ≥ d̄k} × 1{regk,t = Eq}

Deq,2
tpdc =

∑
k

1{k = p} × c× 1{t > t̄k,eq & d ≥ d̄ck} × 1{regk,t = Eq}

Notice that if in all provinces, the period before being eligible is not shortened when the

couple has a child, i.e. d̄p = d̄cp,∀p, then D2
tpdc = c×D1

tpd and D1
tpd ×D2

tpdc = c×D1
tpdc. In

other words, D2
tpdc would measure the impact of differentiated impact of being eligible to

the alimony regime when the couple has a child as compared to couples without children.

We would be measuring an heterogeneous impact for couples with children as compared to

couples without children.

3.2. Identification strategy. We estimate the impact of being eligible to an alimony or

egalitarian regime of cohabiting relationship on a labor market outcome yitpdc of individual

i living in province p, in year t, in a cohabiting relationship for d years and having a child
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c or not. Our identification strategy is based on the estimation of the following model:

yitpdc = α0 + α1D
1
tpd + α2D

2
tpdc + α3D

1
tpd ×D2

tpdc + β1D
eq,1
tpd + β2D

eq,2
tpdc + β3D

eq,1
tpd ×D

eq,2
tpdc

+ γc + γcd + γct + γcp + δd + ηt + µi + ζXit + εitpdc (3.1)

This specification allows us to control for potential confounding factors using the most

flexible specification possible. It controls for individuals fixed effects µi, year fixed effects

ηt and relationship duration fixed effects δd. We do not include province fixed-effects as

we already included individual fixed-effects. It also includes an indicator for having a child

γc and double interactions fixed effects between c and d, c and t and, c and p. These

double interactions fixed effects take into account changes in behavior across time, duration

or province specific to couples having children. For instance, they account for province-

specific family policies or any family reform taking place during our period that may also

affect labor market outcomes. Lastly, we control for time-varying individual characteristics

Xit which include age, age squared, educational level, and a dummy variable indicating if

the individual was living in another province on the previous year as it may affect both the

cohabitation status and labor market outcomes19.

Apart from Alberta and Prince Edward Island, the reform of the cohabitation status of

couples was passed in most provinces before the period observed in the data. Therefore, the

couples become eligible to the alimony or egalitarian regime not because a reform was passed,

but because of the duration of cohabitation of the couple (or because they have a child

together). Our regression equation is the translation of a difference in difference estimation

strategy. Both Manitoba and Saskatchewan passed the reform of the cohabitation regime

adopting an egalitarian regime of cohabitation during the period observed in the data and

our regression equation could be the translation of a triple difference estimation strategy to

estimate the impact of both the impact of the reform and the impact of the eligibility to

the egalitarian regime of cohabitation on labor market outcomes of partners. However, in

order to test the impact of eligibility to both regimes simultaneously, we adopted a common

framework for the estimation.

19We tested different sets of control variables, in order to control for the number of children. Our results

were robust across control sets
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The parameter α1 gives the impact of being eligible to the alimony regime of cohabita-

tion on the labor market outcome for couples eligible to this regime without children. The

identification strategy of this parameter works as follows. In order to identify the effect

of a change in the cohabitation status, the ideal framework would be to observe the exact

same couple, having same characteristics and same number of years of relationship, sub-

ject to an alimony regime of cohabitation and also not subject to the alimony regime of

cohabitation. This framework is obviously impossible, but we can observe the same couple

at different duration in their relationship in our panel data which allows us to control for

individual fixed effects. Couples’ decision concerning labor market supply may change over

the couple’s life so it is important to control for the number of years of cohabitation of

the couple by introducing fixed effects for each number of years of cohabitation. Then we

compare the changes in the labor market outcomes for couples affected by a change in the

cohabitation status to couples in a different province which are not affected by a change in

the cohabitation status. Therefore, the identifying assumption is that the changes in the

labor market outcomes after a certain number of years of cohabitation would have been

the same for couples subject to the change in the cohabitation status were they not living

in a province which introduces a change in the cohabitation status at that moment in the

couple’s life. Under this assumption, α1 measures the causal impact of being eligible to the

alimony regime. We also introduce year fixed effects in order to control for shocks common

to all couples, such as changes in policies, economic shocks, etc.

The parameter α2 represents the impact of being eligible to an alimony regime of co-

habitation for couples with children. The identification of this impact is similar to the

identification of α1, but on couples with children. It relies on the comparison of changes

in the labor market outcomes of couples with children eligible to the alimony regime of

cohabitation to changes in the labor market outcomes of couples with children who are not

eligible to the alimony regime because they are living in a different province. The identify-

ing assumption is that changes in labor market outcomes of couples having a child and not

subject to the alimony regime of cohabitation indicates what the changes in labor market

outcomes of couples having a child and subject to an alimony regime would have been were

they not eligible to an alimony regime of cohabitation. This assumption would be violated
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if the selection of couples having children before being eligible to the alimony or egalitarian

regime of cohabitation is different in provinces that shorten the duration of cohabitation

required when the couple has a child and that this selection is related to labor market out-

comes. This parameter would measure reverse causality if couples who want to adjust their

labor force supply, have a child with the objective of being eligible to a different regime

of cohabitation. Although this assumption may not seem realistic, we cannot completely

rule it out. Therefore, α2 measures how couples adapt their behavior to their new legal

environment but not necessarily a causal impact.

The introduction of a fixed effect γc and interaction fixed effects γcd, γct and γcp allows

flexibility in the behavior of couples with children as compared to couples without children.

The introduction of those interaction fixed effects implies that the parameter α1 is identified

using a difference-in-difference estimation strategy on couples without children and the

parameter α2 is identified using a difference-in-difference estimation strategy on couples

with children20.

The key point of the identification strategy is that the required number of years in a

cohabitant relationship to be subject to an alimony regime of cohabitation differs across

provinces. As a consequence, the identifying assumptions rely on the comparison of couples

subject to an alimony regime of cohabitation to couples which are not subject to this regime

because either the required number of years of relationship is greater in their province or

the province in which they live have not adopted the reform of cohabitation regime (Quebec

and Alberta and Nova Scotia before the adoption of the law).

20An alternative specification would have been to exclude interaction fixed effects γcd, γct and γcp. Yet,

this specification allows the identification of α2 under more stringent identifying assumptions. It implies

comparing couples with children to couples without children, so the identifying assumptions is that the

change in the labor outcomes or partners without children indicates how labor market outcomes would have

changed for partners with children, if they were not subject to the alimony regime of cohabitation. This

assumption seems quite unrealistic, this is why our preferred specification includes interaction fixed effects.

We tested this alternative specification and the results were consistent with our main results. They are

presented in appendix B under the label Spe 1, whereas Spe 2 presents the estimated coefficients of our

preferred specification
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Some couples are eligible to the alimony regime of cohabitation for two reasons, both

because they have a child and because they have been in a relationship for more years than

the province’s cut-off. However, the impact of being eligible to the alimony regime should

not necessarily be equal to α1 + α2 for those couples. The parameter α3 allows this double

impact to be adjusted for. The identification of α3 relies on the exact same identifying

assumptions as the identification of α1 but on couples with children. α3 is separately

identified from α2 if the number of years required to be subject to the alimony regime of

cohabitation is different when couples have a child from the number of years required when

couples do not have children. The interpretation of α3 is twofold. As compared to non-

eligibility, couples having a child after being already eligible because of duration change

their behavior from α1 to α1 + α2 + α3. As compared to non-eligibility, couples already

eligible because they have a child reaching the minimal duration to be eligible without

children change their behavior from α2 to α1 + α2 + α3. In both cases, α1 + α2 + α3 does

not give the impact of becoming eligible to the alimony regime but it gives the long-term

adjustment in the labor outcomes of partners with children.

The impact of the egalitarian regime of cohabitation on labor market outcomes is given

by the parameters β1, β2 and β3. Their identification relies on the same assumptions as

the identification of α1, α2 and α3, but comparing provinces where the egalitarian regime

of cohabitation applies to the other provinces21.

The parameters α and β are used to construct a measure of the impacts we are interested

on. Indeed, we want to know the impact of being in a particular regime of cohabitation

compared to the federal regime (or no regime at all, i.e. before completed one year of

unmarried cohabitation). For the alimony regime, the impact of changing the cohabitation

regime because of the duration is given by α1, changing the cohabitation regime because

21The egalitarian regime of cohabitation was introduced during our period of observation in two provinces.

Therefore, we could have used a triple difference estimation strategy, introducing double interaction fixed

effects ηtp, ηdp and ηtd to the equation regression. However, the introduction of the interaction binary

variables ηdp would capture the impact of the federal regime of cohabitation that we also aim to identify.

In an alternative specification, we introduce the interaction binary variables ηtp and ηtd. Although this

specification is the closest to a triple difference estimation strategy, this is not our preferred specification

because it is a very demanding estimation strategy and the results were very similar to ours.
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of having a child is given by α2 and the long-term adjustment in the labor outcomes of

partners is given by α1 + α2 + α3. In the following of the text, we refer to α1 as the effect

of the alimony regime due to a stable relationship, α2 as the impact of the alimony regime

due to a child in a recent relationship and to α1 + α2 + α3 as the long-term adjustment in

the labor outcomes for partners with children.

The egalitarian regime came after the alimony regime, so we consider that individuals

in the egalitarian regime are also in the alimony regime. Therefore, the estimation of the

parameters α1, α2 and α3 do not rely on individuals who quit the alimony regime because

of the reform changing the alimony regime into the egalitarian regime. For that reason, the

impact of changing the cohabitation regime from the federal regime to the egalitarian regime

because of the duration is given by α1 + β1, changing the cohabitation regime because of

having a child is given by α2 + β2 and the long-term adjustment in the labor outcomes is

given by α1 + α2 + α3 + β1 + β2 + β3. Our tables of results directly give the sum of the

coefficients (as well as the p-value from the test of significance of the sum). Tables of the

estimates of raw coefficients can be found in appendix B.

4. Results

The results presenting how cohabiting partners adjust their labor force supply and labor

earnings when they are eligible to an alimony regime or a cohabitation regime are presented

in table 4 for men, and in table 6 for women. Table 5 for men and 7 for women present

additional results on wage, being in study, changing the main job and having a discontinuous

schedule of jobs during the year.

4.1. Men. We observe that low-educated men tend to adjust their labor force outcomes

when they become eligible to a different cohabitation regime because they have a child, but

not when they become eligible because of the duration of their cohabiting relationship. We

find that low-educated men decrease their annual number of inactive weeks by 2.9 right after

becoming eligible to the alimony regime because they have a child. This decrease is not

compensated by an increase in the number of worked weeks and it is not accompanied by an

increase in labor earnings, indicating that it is the number of unemployed weeks which has
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increased. On the contrary, when they enter an egalitarian regime of cohabitation because

they have a child, low educated men do not change their labor force supply. Yet, they

increase their earnings by CAD 6,500. This increase is related to an increase in wages by

CAD 4.1 per hour. However, we do not observe any significant change in the labor market

supply of low educated men when they become eligible to the alimony or to the egalitarian

regime of cohabitation because of the duration of their relationship.

These effects are more important on the long term. For both types of regime of cohabi-

tation, the results indicates that low-educated men tend to decrease the number of inactive

weeks on the long run when they have a child (by 3.3 weeks for the alimony regime and by

4.3 for the egalitarian regime). This adjustment in the long-run is associated to an increase

in labor earnings (by CAD 5,400 for the alimony regime and by CAD 6,200 for the egali-

tarian regime), but not to an increase in the number of active weeks, labor market mobility

or wages.

Contrary to low educated men, we do not find that medium educated men change their

labor force supply right after becoming eligible to the alimony and egalitarian regimes of

cohabitation. But this apparent stability does not mean that men’s labor market outcomes

are not affected by a change in their cohabitation regime, especially if the intra-household

commitment induced by this change is strong. Becoming eligible to the egalitarian regime

of cohabitation may have a stabilizing impact on medium educated men: when they become

eligible to this regime because of the duration of their relationship, medium-educated men

become less likely to change their main job whereas those who become eligible because they

have a child become less likely to have a discontinuous schedule of jobs during the year. On

the other hand, we do not find any stabilizing effect on men’s labor market outcomes when

the intra-household commitment induced by the regime of cohabitation they have become

eligible to is weaker, the alimony regime.

However, we observe adjustments for men with children, in the long-run: men tend to

increase the annual number of active weeks and the annual number of hours worked in

the long run, for both regimes, when men are eligible to a different regime of cohabitation
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because of both reasons. The increase is stronger for the egalitarian regime (+693 hours

per year) than for the alimony regime (+462 hours per year). This result indicates that

medium educated men may adjust their labor market supply to their cohabitation regime,

but the adjustment may not take place immediately. In particular, it is interesting to note

that when men are eligible to the alimony regime for both reasons, they are 13 pp. less

likely to be studying. On the other hand, when men are eligible to the egalitarian regime

for both reasons, they are 54 pp. less likely to have a discontinuous schedule of jobs during

the year, but this change in their labor force supply is associated to a decrease in their wage.

Highly educated men significantly increase the number of annual hours worked when

they become eligible to a different regime of cohabitation because they have a child. This

increase is associated to lower wages but more stable jobs. More precisely, the size of the

impact is similar for both the alimony regime and the egalitarian regime: highly educated

men increase their labor force supply by 698-683 hours per year when they become eligible

for a more committed regime of cohabitation. However, their annual labor earnings are

not affected by their new eligibility status to a different regime of cohabitation. As a

consequence, their hourly wage decreases by CAD 13 to 16. These changes are associated

to a greater job stability: when they become eligible to the egalitarian regime because they

have a child, high-educated men are also less likely to change their main job and less likely

to have discontinuous schedule of jobs, indicating that they may not seize new opportunities

that would increase their wage. We observe similar changes for men who become eligible to

the alimony regime, but they are not statistically significant.

On the long-run, men eligible to the egalitarian regime because they have a child and

because of the duration of their relationship increase even more strongly their labor force

supply (+1596 hours per year), which is associated to a large decrease in the average wage.

These estimates are very large and have to be interpreted with caution as they rely on a

very small number of observations. Indeed, we observe in our data a small number of highly

educated men living in Manitoba and Saskatchewan, who have been cohabiting less than

8 years, who have a child and who are observed after 1997 for Saskatchewan and 2004 for

Manitoba.
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4.2. Women. Overall, we do not find large impacts of eligibility on low-educated women’s

labor market outcomes. As a matter of fact, we do not find any significant impact of being

eligible to the alimony regime or to the egalitarian regime because the couple had a child on

low educated women’s labor market outcomes. We found a small impact of being eligible

to the alimony regime of cohabitation because of the duration of their relationship on their

labor market supply: when they become eligible to this regime of cohabitation, they tend

to decrease the number of inactive weeks by 4.7. But this change is not associated to an

increase in the number of employed weeks, indicating that those women are more likely to

increase the number of unemployed weeks. In addition, their labor earnings are negatively

affected and decrease by CAD 1536. We find no impact of changing the type of cohabitation

regime on the job mobility of low educated women.

Changing the type of cohabitation regime particularly affects the labor market behavior

of medium educated women who decrease their labor force supply and their earnings.

When they enter the alimony regime because of the duration of their relationship, they

decrease their number of annual working weeks by 3.8 and increase their number of inactive

weeks by 2.9. The impact is stronger for women who enter the egalitarian regime because

of the duration of their relationship: our estimates show that they decrease significantly the

annual number of hours worked by 372 and their annual number of working weeks by 9.2 and

increase their annual number of inactive weeks by 8.4 (at the 15% significance threshold).

The decrease in the annual number of worked weeks is associated to a decrease in their

earnings by CAD 3,700 in the alimony regime and by 3,900 in the egalitarian (although

not significantly different from zero in the latter case). The impact of becoming eligible

to the alimony regime and to the egalitarian regime because they had a child goes in the

same direction, but it is not significantly different from 0. On the long-run, this decrease

in the labor force supply is associated to a decrease in their hourly wage by CAD 5, for

both regime. Yet, medium educated women are not more mobile on the job market after a

change in their cohabitation regime.

Highly educated women do not change their labor market supply when they enter a

different regime of cohabitation, whatever the type of regime and whatever the way they

became eligible to this regime of cohabitation. However, surprisingly, when they enter the
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egalitarian regime because of the duration of their relationship, highly educated women

decrease their earnings by CAD 14240. Similarly, becoming eligible to the alimony regime

because of the duration of their relationship is associated to a decrease in the hourly wage

of highly educated women by CAD 8 for the alimony regime and CAD 10 for the egalitarian

regime. As this decrease is not associated to any job mobility, it may be explained by a lower

propensity of women to invest in their career when they become eligible to the alimony or the

egalitarian regimes because of the duration of their relationship22. On the contrary, highly

educated women are more mobile when they become eligible to a different cohabitation

regime because they had a child, but it takes different directions for the different types of

cohabitation regime. Becoming eligible to the egalitarian regime because they had a child

is associated to an increase by 59 pp. in the risk of changing their main occupation, which

in turn affects positively their hourly wage by CAD 8 for the egalitarian regime (we observe

a similar increase for the alimony regime but it is not statistically significant). In addition,

becoming eligible to the alimony regime because they had a child is associated to a decrease

by 29 pp. of being studying. Long term adjustments for women who are eligible because

of both reasons confirm these results: women who became eligible to a different type of

cohabitation regime, whatever the type of regime, are less likely to be studying and less

likely to have a discontinuous schedule of jobs during the year when they are eligible for

both reasons.

5. Discussion

In this paper, we investigate to what extent the legal structure surrounding cohabitation

shapes the couple’s labor market decision. We use variation among Canadian provinces

in the minimum required duration of the relationship to be eligible to cohabitation rights,

variations of the different regimes and variations in the year in which these reforms took

place to consider how becoming eligible to a different regime of cohabitation incites partners

to invest on the labor market. We assess the impact of two different types of cohabitation

regime, both enhancing intra-household commitment, but to a different extent. The alimony

22Similarly these estimates must be interpreted with caution as they rely on a small number of observations
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regime grants partners the right to claim for alimonies upon separation whereas the egali-

tarian regime gives unmarried cohabiting partners the exact same rights as married partners

which means that partners can claim for equal split of assets upon separation. Therefore,

the latter induces more intra-household commitment than the former. Partners become eli-

gible to a different type of cohabitation regime when they have been living in a marriage-like

relationship for more than a determined number of years, this duration can be shortened

if the couple has a child together. We investigate if the behavioral response differs if the

couple became eligible because they have a child together. We investigate the behavioral

response of men and women separately, as well as differences across educational attainment.

We find large differences between men’s and women’s behavioral response when they

become eligible to a different type of cohabitation regime. Men are more likely to adapt

their labor market outcomes when they become eligible because they have a child, but

not because they simply reached the minimal number of years required to become eligible.

On the contrary, women do not react to their new cohabitation regime when they have a

child, but they do react to their new regime when they reach the minimal number of years

required to be eligible. These results may reveal that when partners have a child, women’s

intra-household bargaining power increases whatever their cohabitation regime, but men

perceive that women’s bargaining power increases even more when having a child induces

a change of cohabitation regime. Our identification strategy relies on the comparison of

eligible individuals to similar but not eligible individuals because they live in a province

that does not grant the same rights to cohabiting partners. The absence of reaction of

women when they become eligible because of a child may reveal that all women had already

changed their labor force supply after having a child, whatever their regime of cohabitation.

Women may perceive that having a child induce enough intra-household commitment and

protection per se to allow them to reduce their labor market supply. On the other hand,

men would not change their labor force supply when they have a child, except if it induces

eligibility to a more committed regime of cohabitation. They may perceive that the risk

of asset sharing and claiming alimony is more credible as women would be more likely to

claim alimonies and asset sharing upon separation when they have a child.
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When there is no child, women adjust their labor market outcomes when they become

eligible to a more committed regime of cohabitation while men do not. Especially, medium

educated women tend to behave as if this commitment was an insurance against the risk

of divorce and decrease their labor force supply. This may reveal that women perceive

an increase in their bargaining power. The absence of men’s reaction indicates that men

may not perceive that the new cohabitation regime induce more commitment that would

increase women’s bargaining power.

We also find differences in behavioral responses of men and women across educational

groups. When they become eligible to a different regime of cohabitation because they

have a child, low-educated men decrease their annual number of inactive weeks entering

into unemployment and increase their earnings, whereas medium and highly-educated men

also increase the annual number of worked weeks and worked hours. The eligibility status

also has a stabilizing impact: medium- and highly-educated men are less likely to have a

discontinuous schedule of jobs. Besides, we find that adjustment of the labor supply of

low- and medium-educated men tend to take longer. The differences in the nature and

the timing of the adjustment may be due to different career opportunities for low- and

medium-educated men that may be more constrained in their choices over their labor sup-

ply whereas highly-educated can adjust their labor supply to their new situation almost

immediately, for example by working overtime. Another explanation would be that low-

and medium-educated men do not receive the same information about their eligibility status

to a different regime of cohabitation; they would not be aware that the minimal duration to

be eligible to a more committed type of cohabitation regime is shortened when the couple

has a child together.

Differences in the reaction of women across educational groups exhibits a different pattern

than for men. First, the labor supply of low-educated women and highly-educated women

is only slightly affected by a change in their cohabitation regime, but medium-educated

women tend to decrease their labor force supply when they become eligible. There are

several potential explanations. Low-educated women may be more budget constrained or
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may have already retreated from the labor market. They may also live in households with

few assets, so that a change in the share of assets they can claim would not change their

living standards. On the other hand, highly-educated women are more likely to be more

attached to the labor market, because the opportunity cost of reducing their labor supply

is higher. Moreover, the alimony regime but also the egalitarian regime may not provide

enough protection to allow them to leave the labor market. Indeed, even if partners are

entitled to claim for alimony, being actually entitled alimonies upon separation is not auto-

matic and may depend on different factors. However, highly-educated women adjust their

labor force outcomes: their wage tends to decrease after being eligible, which can be seen

as a decrease in their career prospects. On the contrary, medium-educated women tend to

behave as if this commitment was an insurance against the risk of separation.

We notice that long-term effects may differ from short-term effects: the behavioral re-

sponse of both men and women tend to be larger on the long-run than right after being

eligible. These results may reveal that adjustment to the cohabitation regime may take

some time, especially if it induces some renegotiation within the household. On the other

hand, these differences may be due to a selection of couples who decide to remain in a

status of unmarried cohabitation on the long-run when having children. Couples staying in

this status may be couples who have adapted the most their behavior to the cohabitation

regime. They are couples that perceive that the cohabitation regime is more protected

for the weaker spouse and they may not perceive that getting married is necessary. There-

fore, we would be observing a selection effect and not an adjustment that would take longer.

Comparability of our estimates. It is difficult to compare our results with others found

in the literature as there are very few. We only know of two studies which estimate the

effect of the introduction of alimony laws for cohabiting couples but we find no study on

the introduction of the egalitarian regime. Rangel (2006) finds that the introduction of

alimony laws decreases the number of working hours by 3.2% among all women and by

6% among low and mid educated women. He does not estimate the impact on men labor

supply. Chiappori, Iyigun, Lafortune, and Weiss (2016) estimate the impact of the alimony
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law reforms on couples formed before the reform on the extensive margin. They find that

full-time participation of women decreases by 4.7% and full-time participation of men in-

creases by 6%. Besides, they find that college educated women decrease their full-time

participation by 18% and that college educated men increase their full-time participation

by 15%. Their estimates are a weighted average of our three different effects α1, α2 and α3

as they do not distinguish between the different means to become eligible. In our study,

we find that when entering the alimony regime, medium educated women without children

decrease the number of annual worked weeks by 9% (3.8 weeks) and their earnings by 16%

whereas we do not not find a significant impact on women eligible because of child. We

find that medium educated men increase by 18% the number of worked weeks and by 24%

the number of working hours when they become eligible because they have a child but not

when they do not have a child.

Limits. Our identification strategy suffers potential threats that we discuss now. First

of all, our key identifying assumption is the equivalent of the common trend assumption

to our settings. It states that if we observe the behavior of two couples during the same

period of time and same length of relationship but one becomes eligible to a different

cohabitation regime while the other does not, changes in the behavior of the latter informs

us on changes in the behavior of the former if the couple had not become eligible to a

different cohabitation regime. As the eligibility status varies across provinces, it requires

that changes in couples’ behavior is comparable across provinces. This assumption would be

violated if some provinces introduce a policy that affects all unmarried couples after a certain

length of relationship, but not recent couples, whatever the age of partners. We could not

find such policies. The prevalence of cohabitation is much higher in Quebec than in other

provinces, meaning that our common trend assumption relies heavily on the comparison

of couples from English-speaking provinces to couples from Quebec. Unmarried cohabiting

partners in Quebec are not entitled any additional rights apart from the rights stated by the

federal regime, our assumption relies on couples that are not likely to anticipate a change

in their cohabitation regime. This anticipation effect may imply that couples changed their

behavior even before they become eligible: Chiappori, Iyigun, Lafortune, and Weiss (2016)
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indicates that couples should adopt opposite behavior before they become eligible (women

would work more in anticipation of working less after they become eligible). If this is the

case, our estimation measures the large effect due to couples adapting their behavior before

they become eligible when we compare them to couples from Quebec. It is not clear that

couples would adapt their behavior even before they become eligible as they are in a risky

environment; they may separate before reaching the minimal required length of relationship.

However, we think that our results are still valid in that case and we measure the impact

of becoming eligible. This impact could be larger if couples anticipate their eligibility than

if they don’t.

Another threat to the identification strategy is related to the identification of the impact

of becoming eligible because the couple had a child. Our identification strategy is valid under

the assumption that the decision to have a child is not related to the fact that the period

of cohabitation is shortened for couple with a child in some province. This assumption

would be violated if couples decide to have a child with the purpose to shorten the period of

cohabitation because they want to adjust their labor force outcomes. Although we cannot

explicitly test if this is the case, we think that this kind of behavior may be very uncommon

and it should not bias our estimates.
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics

Women Men

Low Med High Low Med High

Age 32.4 32.3 32.8 33.7 33.7 34.8

(8.8) (8.0) (7.1) (8.3) (7.4) (7.81)

Immigration status 0.04 0.03 0.08 0.04 0.07 0.05

(0.20) (0.17) (0.27) (0.20) (0.25) (0.22)

Father’s education = primary or no diploma 0.31 0.21 0.13 0.32 0.19 0.13

(0.46) (0.41) (0.33) (0.47) (0.40) (0.33)

Father’s education = uncompleted secondary 0.26 0.25 0.16 0.23 0.23 0.15

(0.44) (0.43) (0.37) (0.42) (0.42) (0.36)

Father’s education = completed secondary 0.27 0.30 0.28 0.31 0.33 0.33

(0.44) (0.46) (0.45) (0.46) (0.47) (0.47)

Father’s education = post-sec. vocational diploma 0.12 0.18 0.23 0.09 0.17 0.24

(0.32) (0.39) (0.42) (0.29) (0.38) (0.42)

Father’s education = higher education 0.03 0.05 0.20 0.05 0.07 0.16

(0.18) (0.22) (0.40) (0.23) (0.26) (0.37)

Change province <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.01

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.05) (0.08) (0.08)

Has 1 child 0.27 0.22 0.21 0.22 0.23 0.15

(0.44) (0.42) (0.41) (0.41) (0.42) (0.36)

Has 2 children 0.26 0.22 0.16 0.21 0.20 0.16

(0.44) (0.41) (0.37) (0.41) (0.40) (0.37)

Has more than 2 children 0.15 0.11 0.05 0.12 0.11 0.07

(0.36) (0.32) (0.23) (0.32) (0.31) (0.26)

N 5223 4952 2301 5241 4227 1622

Standard deviations in parenthesis. Low educated = primary or secondary education, com-

pleted or not ; Medium educated = post secondary vocational diploma ; High educated =

higher education diploma
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics on labor market outcomes of men and

women in a unmarried cohabiting union

Women Men

Low [N=] Medium [N=] High [ [N=] Low [N=] Medium [N=] High [ [N=]

Hours worked 1113 [5223] 1445 [4952] 1592 [2301] 1785 [5241] 1895 [4227] 1904 [1622]

(880) (798) (690) (860) (712) (685)

Working weeks 33.9 [5223] 42.8 [4952] 46.5 [2301] 43.3 [5241] 46.6 [4227] 48.1 [1622]

(22.5) (17.4) (13.5) (16.5) (13.0) (11.2)

Inactive weeks 14.2 [5223] 6.7 [4952] 3.7 [2301] 4.5 [5241] 2.8 [4227] 2.3 [1622]

(21.4) (15.5) (11.5) (12.8) (9.9) (8.9)

Labor earnings (CAD, ×1,000) 13.7 [5223] 22.5 [4952] 36.2 [2301] 30.2 [5241] 39.3 [4227] 55.2 [1622]

(15.7) (24.2) (30.3) (27.2) (26.3) (58.2)

Study 0.11 [5223] 0.17 [4952] 0.22 [2301] 0.08 [5241] 0.14 [4227] 0.22 [1622]

(0.31) ( 0.37) (0.41) (0.27) (0.34) (0.42)

Wage 12.5 [3899] 16.0 [4505] 23.3 [2190] 17.3 [4795] 21.7 [4053] 28.1 [1572]

(11.1) (13.9) (17.8) (13.3) (16.8) (20.3)

Job change 0.13 [4361] 0.15 [4023] 0.19 [1859] 0.15 [4153] 0.17 [3390] 0.18 [1296]

(0.34) (0.36) (0.39) (0.36) (0.37) (0.39)

Part time 0.48 [3837] 0.36 [4435] 0.34 [2160] 0.30 [4699] 0.25 [3978] 0.21 [1550]

(0.50) (0.48) (0.47) (0.46) (0.44) (0.41)

Standard deviations in parenthesis. Low educated = primary or secondary education, completed or not ; Medium

educated = post secondary vocational diploma ; High educated = higher education diploma. Hours gives the

number of hours worked over the year, working weeks gives the number of worked weeks during the year, and

inactive weeks the number of weeks of inactivity during the year. Earnings are labor earnings exclusively. Study

indicates being studying full time or part time during the year. Wage is computed as earnings/working hours

for those who worked at least 1 hour over the year. Job change indicates if the individual changed his/her main

job over the year, it is not defined the first year the respondent is observed. Part time indicates if the individual

worked only part of the year and/or part time on a weekly basis, for individuals who are not fully inactive during

the year.
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Table 4. Impact of the cohabitation regime on the labor market outcomes

of men, by educational attainment

Variable Working Hours Worked weeks Inactive weeks Earnings (× CAD 1,000)

Low Education (N=5241)

D1 -6.3 -0.5 -1.2 -2.4

[0.94] [0.80] [0.31] [0.22]

D2 -66.7 -1.0 -2.9 2.7

[0.69] [0.62] [0.08] [0.42]

D1 +D2 +D3 -40.0 -0.3 -3.3 5.4

[0.83] [0.89] [0.07] [0.10]

D1 +Deq,1 -54.1 -7.6 4.2 -3.8

[0.86] [0.28] [0.50] [0.35]

D2 +Deq,2 -104.5 -2.5 0.6 6.5

[0.62] [0.55] [0.89] [0.07]

D1 +D2 +D3 +Deq,1 +Deq,2 +Deq,3 72.1 0.8 -4.3 6.2

[0.73] [0.76] [0.11] [0.07]

Medium Education (N=4227)

D1 45.7 -1.2 1.5 -1.3

[0.61] [0.51] [0.30] [0.52]

D2 251.5 2.9 -2.8 3.8

[0.43] [0.54] [0.56] [0.21]

D1 +D2 +D3 462.2 8.2 -6.2 5.4

[0.11] [0.06] [0.14] [0.13]

D1 +Deq,1 70.2 0.18 3.4 4.3

[0.68] [0.96] [0.14] [0.24]

D2 +Deq,2 192.7 1.5 -9.4 7.1

[0.26] [0.56] [0.12] [0.17]

D1 +D2 +D3 +Deq,1 +Deq,2 +Deq,3 692.8 14.5 -6.0 3.1

[0.04] [0.004] [0.17] [0.52]

High Education (N=1622)

D1 -164.9 -2.4 2.2 -1.9

[0.18] [0.48] [0.43] [0.75]

D2 698.5 2.9 -0.3 -4.6

[<0.001] [0.28] [0.91] [0.76]

D1 +D2 +D3 336.3 -3.8 3.0 -8.2

[0.25] [0.47] [0.40] [0.62]

D1 +Deq,1 279.2 -2.7 2.1 10.7

[0.38] [0.38] [0.39] [0.16]

D2 +Deq,2 683.0 -0.7 -4.0 -9.2

[0.004] [0.89] [0.14] [0.43]

D1 +D2 +D3 +Deq,1 +Deq,2 +Deq,3 1595.6 22.0 -21.4 -9.6

[<0.001] [<0.001] [<0.001] [0.60]

P-value of test of equality to zero in brackets. Low educated = primary or secondary education, completed or not

; Medium educated = post secondary vocational diploma ; High educated = higher education diploma. Hours

gives the number of hours worked over the year, working weeks gives the number of worked weeks during the year,

and inactive weeks the number of weeks of inactivity during the year. Earnings are labor earnings exclusively.
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Table 5. Impact of the cohabitation regime on the labor market mobility of men, by

educational attainment

Variable Study Wage Job change Part time

Low Education

D1 -0.01 -0.7 -0.05 <0.01

[0.83] [0.58] [0.55] [0.98]

D2 0.05 0.7 0.06 -0.01

[0.21] [0.75] [0.33] [0.83]

D1 +D2 +D3 0.06 1.9 -0.02 0.01

[0.18] [0.37] [0.80] [0.84]

D1 +Deq,1 -0.15 -2.1 0.05 0.02

[0.33] [0.36] [0.77] [0.89]

D2 +Deq,2 0.02 4.1 -0.02 -0.06

[0.79] [0.06] [0.83] [0.53]

D1 +D2 +D3 +Deq,1 +Deq,2 +Deq,3 0.07 2.6 -0.07 0.04

[0.24] [0.24] [0.45] [0.61]

N 5241 4795 4153 4699

Medium Education

D1 -0.03 -3.3 0.01 0.01

[0.59] [0.08] [0.81] [0.81]

D2 -0.04 1.9 -0.08 -0.01

[0.51] [0.28] [0.42] [0.93]

D1 +D2 +D3 -0.13 0.4 0.07 -0.11

[0.09] [0.84] [0.47] [0.27]

D1 +Deq,1 -0.03 -1.0 -0.33 -0.31

[0.80] [0.76] [0.07] [0.16]

D2 +Deq,2 -0.16 -0.6 -0.09 -0.29

[0.16] [0.81] [0.63] [0.05]

D1 +D2 +D3 +Deq,1 +Deq,2 +Deq,3 -0.08 -5.2 -0.03 -0.54

[0.43] [0.09] [0.88] [0.006]

N 4227 4053 3390 3978

High Education

D1 0.11 2.2 -0.07 -0.05

[0.12] [0.40] [0.59] [0.68]

D2 0.154 -12.7 -0.26 -0.28

[0.18] [0.04] [0.32] [0.24]

D1 +D2 +D3 0.15 -9.5 -0.19 0.02

[0.42] [0.19] [0.49] [0.94]

D1 +Deq,1 0.12 4.9 -0.26 -0.08

[0.19] [0.20] [0.21] [0.63]

D2 +Deq,2 0.02 -16.0 -0.55 -0.65

[0.91] [0.001] [<0.001] [<0.001]

D1 +D2 +D3 +Deq,1 +Deq,2 +Deq,3 -0.12 -19.5 -0.18 -0.03

[0.65] [0.05] [0.56] [0.93]

N 1622 1572 1296 1550

P-value of test of equality to zero in brackets. Low educated = primary or secondary education,

completed or not ; Medium educated = post secondary vocational diploma ; High educated = higher

education diploma. Study indicates being studying full time or part time during the year. Wage is

computed as earnings/working hours for those who worked at least 1 hour over the year. Job change

indicates if the individual changed his/her main job over the year, it is not defined the first year the

respondent is observed. Part time indicates if the individual worked only part of the year and/or part

time on a weekly basis, for individuals who are not fully inactive during the year.
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Table 6. Impact of the cohabitation regime on the labor market outcomes

of women, by educational attainment

Variable Working Hours Worked weeks Inactive weeks Earnings (× CAD 1,000)

Low Education (N=5223)

D1 -13.9 1.7 -4.7 -1.5

[0.86] [0.32] [0.02] [0.06]

D2 70.6 -0.6 0.5 0.2

[0.46] [0.79] [0.88] [0.90]

D1 +D2 +D3 14.0 -1.1 1.4 -1.3

[0.90] [0.69] [0.66] [0.32]

D1 +Deq,1 337.1 1.9 -2.1 -3.5

[0.32] [0.76] [0.71] [0.27]

D2 +Deq,2 43.5 -4.0 2.3 -0.1

[0.82] [0.27] [0.54] [0.93]

D1 +D2 +D3 +Deq,1 +Deq,2 +Deq,3 4.9 -2.9 1.8 -0.3

[0.98] [0.45] [0.65] [0.84]

Medium Education (N=4952)

D1 -73.3 -3.8 2.9 -3.7

[0.27] [0.02] [0.05] [0.07]

D2 -17.6 -2.2 4.1 -0.9

[0.89] [0.43] [0.15] [0.58]

D1 +D2 +D3 90.2 3.6 -3.2 -2.4

[0.48] [0.21] [0.27] [0.18]

D1 +Deq,1 -371.8 -9.2 8.4 -3.9

[0.07] [0.14] [0.14] [0.24]

D2 +Deq,2 -165.2 -6.1 6.4 1.3

[0.39] [0.21] [0.14] [0.51]

D1 +D2 +D3 +Deq,1 +Deq,2 +Deq,3 -6.1 -3.6 3.7 -2.1

[0.98] [0.51] [0.49] [0.54]

High Education (N=2301)

D1 109.3 1.0 -0.5 -1.6

[0.35] [0.72] [0.83] [0.59]

D2 77.3 3.4 -1.1 -2.3

[0.73] [0.50] [0.69] [0.58]

D1 +D2 +D3 131.8 6.4 -2.8 2.8

[0.50] [0.15] [0.28] [0.47]

D1 +Deq,1 -158.8 -2.3 2.2 -14.2

[0.43] [0.42] [0.36] [<0.001]

D2 +Deq,2 -343.4 4.9 5.7 2.6

[0.28] [0.56] [0.23] [0.62]

D1 +D2 +D3 +Deq,1 +Deq,2 +Deq,3 407.6 6.2 0.5 3.3

[0.19] [0.54] [0.92] [0.56]

P-value of test of equality to zero in brackets. Low educated = primary or secondary education, completed or

not ; Medium educated = post secondary vocational diploma ; High educated = higher education diploma.

Hours gives the number of hours worked over the year, working weeks gives the number of worked weeks

during the year, and inactive weeks the number of weeks of inactivity during the year. Earnings are labor

earnings exclusively.
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Table 7. Impact of the cohabitation regime on the labor market mobility of women, by

educational attainment

Variable Study Wage Job change Part time

Low Education

D1 <0.01 1.7 0.03 0.05

[0.95] [0.15] [0.67] [0.37]

D2 -0.07 -1.1 0.05 0.02

[0.25] [0.56] [0.58] [0.78]

D1 +D2 +D3 -0.002 2.0 0.01 -0.02

[0.97] [0.24] [0.90] [0.84]

D1 +Deq,1 -0.18 -7.4 0.18 -0.23

[0.47] [0.23] [0.12] [0.27]

D2 +Deq,2 -0.05 0.6 -0.24 -0.12

[0.37] [0.76] [0.18] [0.36]

D1 +D2 +D3 +Deq,1 +Deq,2 +Deq,3 0.01 0.9 -0.08 -0.09

[0.82] [0.62] [0.54] [0.53]

N 5223 3899 4361 3837

Medium Education

D1 0.04 -1.9 0.08 0.04

[0.31] [0.14] [0.15] [0.44]

D2 0.05 -2.4 0.03 -0.08

[0.54] [0.19] [0.77] [0.36]

D1 +D2 +D3 -0.03 -5.0 0.11 -0.13

[0.73] [0.01] [0.31] [0.16]

D1 +Deq,1 -0.07 -0.4 -0.22 0.08

[0.62] [0.84] [0.32] [0.47]

D2 +Deq,2 0.17 -0.10 -0.01 -0.05

[0.09] [0.96] [0.90] [0.73]

D1 +D2 +D3 +Deq,1 +Deq,2 +Deq,3 -0.03 -5.6 0.02 -0.18

[0.76] [0.04] [0.87] [0.13]

N 4952 4505 4023 4435

High Education

D1 0.01 -7.9 0.05 -0.007

[0.88] [0.04] [0.63] [0.94]

D2 -0.29 7.0 0.06 -0.18

[0.04] [0.21] [0.74] [0.16]

D1 +D2 +D3 -0.29 1.1 0.23 -0.27

[0.01] [0.81] [0.22] [0.03]

D1 +Deq,1 -0.03 -10.5 -0.27 0.40

[0.83] [0.10] [0.21] [0.13]

D2 +Deq,2 0.18 8.3 0.59 0.19

[0.65] [0.08] [0.04] [0.34]

D1 +D2 +D3 +Deq,1 +Deq,2 +Deq,3 -0.33 4.7 0.25 -0.27

[0.08] [0.34] [0.32] [0.15]

N 2301 2190 1859 2160

P-value of test of equality to zero in brackets. Low educated = primary or secondary education, com-

pleted or not ; Medium educated = post secondary vocational diploma ; High educated = higher education

diploma. Study indicates being studying full time or part time during the year. Wage is computed as

earnings/working hours for those who worked at least 1 hour over the year. Job change indicates if the

individual changed his/her main job over the year, it is not defined the first year the respondent is observed.

Part time indicates if the individual worked only part of the year and/or part time on a weekly basis, for

individuals who are not fully inactive during the year.
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6. Online Appendix

A. Example of change in the definition of partners

Figure A1. Definition of Spouse in the Family Property Act. Chapter

F-6-3. (Saskatchewan, 1997)

Figure A2. Definition of Spouse in the Family Maintenance Act. Chapter

F-6-3. (Saskatchewan, 1990)

B. Tables of coefficients
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Table A1. Men

Variable Working Hours Worked weeks Inactive weeks Earnings

Spe1 Spe2 Spe1 Spe2 Spe1 Spe2 Spe1 Spe2

Low Education (N=5241)

D1 -94.734 -6.341 -1.477 -0.469 -0.503 -1.185 -2255.025 -2433.792

(79.997) (89.413) (1.540) (1.808) (1.066) (1.173) (1782.811) (1985.851)

D2 -144.555 -66.749 -4.156 -1.027 0.517 -2.942 -963.647 2656.244

(105.308) (168.953) (1.858) (2.075) (1.446) (1.676) (3457.039) (3325.222)

D1 ×D2 223.629 33.063 3.336 1.198 -1.262 0.803 4105.300 5205.828

(91.732) (118.816) (1.509) (2.148) (1.316) (1.759) (2583.323) (3110.567)

Deq,1 32.990 -47.840 -4.585 -7.123 4.225 5.423 2463.029 -1362.358

(281.883) (295.047) (6.147) (6.686) (5.685) (6.146) (2576.261) (3411.544)

Deq,2 -117.263 -37.756 -2.901 -1.523 4.153 3.550 2491.256 3845.118

(166.580) (177.018) (4.121) (4.225) (4.227) (4.337) (2567.558) (2464.476)

Deq,1 ×Deq,2 129.313 197.754 7.554 9.774 -8.650 -9.980 -5140.475 -1752.890

(331.976) (346.288) (7.595) (8.038) (7.473) (7.860) (3561.991) (4216.436)

Medium Education (N=4227)

D1 43.851 45.714 -1.120 -1.176 0.669 1.477 -1858.358 -1256.199

(85.440) (90.733) (1.714) (1.784) (1.381) (1.414) (2041.449) (1962.028)

D2 90.268 251.555 1.593 2.939 0.952 -2.751 -824.291 3839.762

(198.957) (316.505) (3.475) (4.837) (3.016) (4.688) (2195.898) (3062.891)

D1 ×D2 130.922 165.027 6.082 6.460 -4.136 -4.954 4187.985 2844.251

(181.072) (181.676) (3.617) (3.599) (2.609) (2.673) (2820.636) (2990.474)

Deq,1 123.219 24.459 1.625 1.352 0.545 1.919 3845.593 5560.764

(123.321) (146.291) (2.659) (3.139) (1.825) (1.857) (2918.418) (3179.687)

Deq,2 14.969 -58.894 -0.152 -1.395 -8.602 -6.613 5022.990 3262.065

(130.556) (192.545) (2.319) (2.924) (4.861) (6.482) (3565.264) (4458.362)

Deq,1 ×Deq,2 10.029 264.965 5.119 6.297 8.598 4.889 -9379.595 -1.11e+04

(190.107) (278.124) (3.611) (4.551) (5.414) (6.898) (5036.412) (5715.731)

High Education (N=1622)

D1 -156.957 -164.955 -2.766 -2.353 2.685 2.190 295.648 -1900.673

(112.309) (123.962) (2.878) (3.359) (2.508) (2.804) (5445.139) (6056.793)

D2 265.473 698.537 0.547 2.929 -0.156 -0.257 1929.382 -4589.854

(179.309) (190.028) (3.176) (2.736) (2.303) (2.405) (9243.433) (15241.039)

D1 ×D2 -165.034 -197.280 -2.309 -4.328 0.345 1.082 -4823.815 -1739.964

(242.015) (268.652) (4.907) (5.852) (3.157) (3.744) (9205.882) (10463.285)

Deq,1 437.940 444.203 -0.897 -0.315 -0.029 -0.061 11331.306 12649.596

(319.430) (318.558) (2.072) (2.102) (1.735) (1.792) (5076.258) (4551.676)

Deq,2 103.864 -15.531 -0.295 -3.650 -3.869 -3.748 -2613.402 -4586.394

(152.806) (254.380) (3.146) (5.833) (2.006) (2.364) (7568.760) (11292.818)

Deq,1 ×Deq,2 216.447 830.638 16.963 29.782 -8.179 -20.625 -5469.315 -9448.949

(423.686) (398.784) (7.622) (5.351) (5.855) (3.355) (9451.603) (12944.192)
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Table A2. Women

Working Hours Worked weeks Inactive weeks Earnings

Variable Spe1 Spe2 Spe1 Spe2 Spe1 Spe2 Spe1 Spe2

Low Education (N=5223)

D1 -10.757 -13.958 1.645 1.691 -3.997 -4.701 -1550.894 -1536.556

(68.869) (81.643) (1.550) (1.714) (1.819) (2.025) (832.843) (830.658)

D2 184.406 70.575 3.498 -0.655 -0.952 0.462 -0.575 151.083

(93.891) (96.449) (2.437) (2.479) (2.645) (3.017) (1322.238) (1114.791)

D1 ×D2 -61.213 -42.634 -2.287 -2.117 3.667 5.631 -439.030 129.577

(97.687) (119.868) (2.388) (2.723) (2.887) (3.357) (1080.189) (1143.481)

Deq,1 210.352 351.028 -0.386 0.182 2.763 2.594 632.366 -1981.385

(265.027) (326.868) (4.957) (5.942) (5.139) (5.287) (2378.239) (3017.070)

Deq,2 38.979 -27.067 -2.152 -3.369 2.345 1.864 -584.967 -289.177

(159.217) (173.718) (3.140) (3.243) (2.860) (3.230) (1871.933) (1501.137)

Deq,1 ×Deq,2 -139.367 -332.997 2.324 1.309 -4.543 -4.036 355.490 3205.285

(289.615) (355.502) (5.452) (6.594) (5.688) (5.965) (2625.212) (3470.680)

Medium Education (N=4952)

D1 -101.029 -73.265 -3.642 -3.816 2.479 2.950 -3934.538 -3717.672

(67.958) (67.043) (1.574) (1.583) (1.481) (1.501) (2108.608) (2048.820)

D2 -40.304 -17.577 -1.428 -2.243 0.904 4.077 -334.649 -887.337

(110.052) (124.475) (2.384) (2.851) (2.342) (2.857) (2289.009) (1586.845)

D1 ×D2 225.958 181.088 9.069 9.704 -8.589 -10.254 2652.451 2160.070

(109.414) (122.698) (2.380) (2.619) (2.377) (2.739) (2617.148) (2620.586)

Deq,1 -275.567 -298.526 -4.843 -5.406 5.162 5.439 983.077 -219.930

(185.950) (206.614) (5.930) (6.494) (5.427) (5.787) (3118.092) (3319.433)

Deq,2 -202.374 -147.585 -6.501 -3.881 5.617 2.275 -964.113 2213.343

(176.673) (202.945) (4.629) (4.627) (4.344) (4.141) (2124.282) (2205.579)

Deq,1 ×Deq,2 351.910 349.723 3.813 2.024 -3.183 -0.738 -1009.770 -1696.183

(261.176) (280.511) (7.479) (7.975) (6.846) (7.141) (4109.214) (4136.371)

High Education (N=2301)

D1 150.033 109.345 1.053 0.977 -0.648 -0.511 -784.828 -1639.980

(118.829) (116.143) (2.717) (2.686) (2.311) (2.334) (2749.555) (3080.739)

D2 -183.162 77.308 -0.869 3.360 1.035 -1.082 -5495.998 -2278.537

(196.046) (221.356) (3.412) (4.960) (2.138) (2.670) (3789.831) (4061.905)

D1 ×D2 -48.935 -54.799 2.712 2.071 -1.305 -1.182 6383.894 6756.052

(181.948) (185.817) (3.937) (4.105) (2.431) (2.907) (4178.341) (4587.557)

Deq,1 -311.117 -268.159 -2.068 -3.240 0.792 2.726 -1.21e+04 -1.26e+04

(185.984) (177.757) (1.806) (2.030) (1.602) (1.752) (2522.532) (2892.683)

Deq,2 -314.735 -420.706 1.488 1.505 6.266 6.833 3858.008 4872.007

(330.794) (335.415) (6.468) (8.578) (4.072) (4.336) (4880.255) (5315.006)

Deq,1 ×Deq,2 1009.956 964.574 3.836 1.485 -6.048 -6.329 9241.504 8195.488

(341.681) (297.540) (4.318) (4.449) (4.034) (3.329) (5214.704) (5071.891)
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Table A3. Men

Study Wage Job change Part Time

Variable Spe1 Spe2 Spe1 Spe2 Spe1 Spe2 Spe1 Spe2

Low Education

D1 -0.006 -0.008 0.152 -0.734 -0.082 -0.053 0.052 0.002

(0.037) (0.036) (1.313) (1.316) (0.082) (0.089) (0.073) (0.075)

D2 0.060 0.051 -0.681 0.661 -0.094 0.060 -0.046 -0.014

(0.034) (0.041) (1.877) (2.037) (0.101) (0.061) (0.074) (0.065)

D1 ×D2 -0.014 0.014 0.003 2.027 0.002 -0.024 -0.066 0.026

(0.036) (0.036) (1.865) (2.264) (0.091) (0.104) (0.083) (0.098)

Deq,1 -0.151 -0.139 0.488 -1.394 0.067 0.108 -0.013 0.016

(0.154) (0.148) (1.437) (1.989) (0.163) (0.185) (0.097) (0.119)

Deq,2 -0.064 -0.030 2.639 3.443 -0.050 -0.085 -0.010 -0.047

(0.083) (0.084) (1.577) (1.492) (0.128) (0.119) (0.080) (0.084)

Deq,1 ×Deq,2 0.212 0.179 -3.390 -1.353 -0.091 -0.074 0.067 0.057

(0.163) (0.162) (2.094) (2.469) (0.196) (0.210) (0.128) (0.147)

N 5241 5241 4795 4795 4153 4153 4699 4699

Medium Education

D1 -0.047 -0.033 -3.530 -3.264 0.025 0.014 0.004 0.013

(0.062) (0.062) (1.843) (1.883) (0.052) (0.058) (0.050) (0.055)

D2 0.007 -0.043 1.154 1.939 -0.097 -0.079 -0.051 -0.008

(0.043) (0.065) (1.479) (1.809) (0.065) (0.097) (0.089) (0.092)

D1 ×D2 -0.059 -0.059 2.600 1.735 0.090 0.138 -0.086 -0.110

(0.069) (0.076) (2.623) (2.889) (0.088) (0.094) (0.104) (0.109)

Deq,1 -0.121 0.006 0.207 2.260 -0.201 -0.344 -0.283 -0.325

(0.148) (0.103) (1.441) (2.540) (0.183) (0.175) (0.192) (0.216)

Deq,2 -0.115 -0.116 -1.935 -2.571 0.038 -0.009 -0.214 -0.279

(0.100) (0.098) (2.139) (2.795) (0.159) (0.185) (0.169) (0.148)

Deq,1 ×Deq,2 0.421 0.165 -1.709 -5.261 -0.057 0.245 0.058 0.172

(0.239) (0.142) (2.822) (4.669) (0.344) (0.328) (0.285) (0.294)

N 4227 4227 4053 4053 3390 3390 3978 3978

High Education

D1 0.057 0.107 2.990 2.230 -0.133 -0.069 -0.075 -0.047

(0.061) (0.068) (2.254) (2.653) (0.104) (0.126) (0.097) (0.114)

D2 0.126 0.154 -2.446 -12.722 -0.362 -0.255 -0.389 -0.282

(0.111) (0.115) (4.126) (6.256) (0.189) (0.259) (0.220) (0.242)

D1 ×D2 -0.028 -0.107 -0.970 1.032 0.297 0.132 0.416 0.348

(0.103) (0.146) (3.680) (4.685) (0.125) (0.157) (0.172) (0.204)

Deq,1 0.042 0.019 2.189 2.644 -0.211 -0.192 -0.058 -0.037

(0.071) (0.074) (2.849) (2.760) (0.139) (0.147) (0.148) (0.150)

Deq,2 -0.119 -0.136 -5.598 -3.250 -0.345 -0.296 -0.274 -0.372

(0.098) (0.113) (3.291) (4.346) (0.137) (0.142) (0.123) (0.142)

Deq,1 ×Deq,2 -0.053 -0.160 -4.462 -9.457 0.917 0.498 0.023 0.361

(0.139) (0.156) (4.914) (7.446) (0.219) (0.232) (0.354) (0.277)

N 1622 1622 1572 1572 1296 1296 1550 1550
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Table A4. Women

Study Wage Job change Part Time

Variable Spe1 Spe2 Spe1 Spe2 Spe1 Spe2 Spe1 Spe2

Low Education

D1 0.024 0.004 0.861 1.688 -0.035 0.030 0.026 0.053

(0.054) (0.057) (0.912) (1.168) (0.072) (0.071) (0.054) (0.058)

D2 -0.059 -0.066 -0.929 -1.104 0.131 0.046 -0.035 0.024

(0.041) (0.057) (1.853) (1.902) (0.066) (0.083) (0.083) (0.083)

D1 ×D2 0.048 0.060 2.836 1.424 0.008 -0.066 -0.010 -0.096

(0.056) (0.068) (3.077) (3.061) (0.074) (0.077) (0.072) (0.083)

Deq,1 -0.189 -0.180 -9.194 -9.119 0.082 0.155 -0.262 -0.288

(0.237) (0.235) (6.309) (5.951) (0.055) (0.096) (0.181) (0.209)

Deq,2 0.037 0.018 0.820 1.714 -0.272 -0.283 -0.127 -0.143

(0.033) (0.041) (1.945) (2.042) (0.161) (0.161) (0.112) (0.115)

Deq,1 ×Deq,2 0.183 0.179 7.201 6.328 0.101 0.042 0.328 0.361

(0.238) (0.237) (6.659) (6.510) (0.151) (0.168) (0.198) (0.227)

N 5223 5223 3899 3899 4361 4361 3837 3837

Medium Education

D1 0.029 0.039 -1.923 -1.966 0.081 0.079 0.049 0.041

(0.039) (0.039) (1.334) (1.343) (0.051) (0.055) (0.050) (0.053)

D2 0.050 0.047 -0.485 -2.399 -0.073 0.029 -0.022 -0.081

(0.050) (0.076) (1.439) (1.818) (0.078) (0.100) (0.086) (0.089)

D1 ×D2 -0.077 -0.115 -0.037 -0.637 0.010 -0.001 -0.051 -0.092

(0.050) (0.057) (1.743) (1.825) (0.067) (0.078) (0.080) (0.088)

Deq,1 -0.120 -0.110 1.187 1.553 -0.271 -0.300 -0.035 0.042

(0.121) (0.138) (1.371) (1.892) (0.205) (0.226) (0.111) (0.110)

Deq,2 0.132 0.121 1.015 2.295 0.036 -0.038 0.150 0.032

(0.089) (0.093) (1.988) (2.704) (0.083) (0.087) (0.202) (0.147)

Deq,1 ×Deq,2 -0.021 -0.016 -2.936 -4.468 0.210 0.250 -0.109 -0.122

(0.151) (0.164) (3.011) (3.495) (0.225) (0.243) (0.232) (0.201)

N 4952 4952 4505 4505 4023 4023 4435 4435

High Education

D1 -0.023 0.013 -7.660 -7.882 0.024 0.050 -0.069 -0.007

(0.088) (0.087) (3.777) (3.912) (0.120) (0.105) (0.095) (0.096)

D2 -0.066 -0.291 0.710 6.991 0.013 0.060 -0.014 -0.185

(0.115) (0.140) (5.075) (5.627) (0.112) (0.182) (0.100) (0.133)

D1 ×D2 0.043 -0.014 2.123 2.040 0.179 0.123 0.024 -0.081

(0.161) (0.163) (7.725) (8.434) (0.156) (0.163) (0.110) (0.134)

Deq,1 -0.078 -0.040 -0.865 -2.645 -0.293 -0.318 0.434 0.412

(0.119) (0.121) (5.398) (5.209) (0.197) (0.202) (0.254) (0.260)

Deq,2 0.432 0.468 1.127 1.267 0.661 0.534 0.262 0.374

(0.418) (0.395) (6.679) (6.764) (0.258) (0.327) (0.154) (0.179)

Deq,1 ×Deq,2 -0.429 -0.466 4.522 4.977 -0.299 -0.196 -0.703 -0.782

(0.421) (0.389) (9.462) (8.865) (0.356) (0.391) (0.317) (0.323)

N 2301 2301 2190 2190 1859 1859 2160 2160


